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June 10, 2010

Marlene H. Dortch
Secretary
Federal Communications COlmnission
445 12th Street, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 09-144, Seclffils Petition for Declaratory Ruling

Dear Ms. Dortch:

On June 9, 2010, Millicorp met with the following persons from the Enforcement Bureau
to discuss the Petition for Declaratory Ruling filed by Securus Technologies, Inc. on July 24,
2009 ("Securus Petition"):

Trent B. Harkrader
Chin Yoo

At that meeting, Millicorp provided the Enforcement Bureau of the Federal
Communications Commission ("Commission") with an update on the issues in this docket as
detailed further below a~d urged the Commission to make a decision 011 the Imderlying Petition
for Peclaratory Ruling filed by Secunls Technologies, Inc. ("Securus Petition") and the pending
Request for Investigation of the call blocldng practices of inmate phone service providers
Securus and Global Tel*Link Corp. filed by Millicorp on July 15, 2009.

Representing Millicorp at that meeting were Timothy Meade, President, Donovan
Osbome, Communications Director, and Christianna Barnhart, Bernstein Strategy Group/ policy
consultant for Millicorp. .

Through its filings with the Commission, Millicorp has demonstrated that the arguments
raised by Secunls are empty and completely without merit. Furthermore, Securus by design has
established a definite pattern of demands of Millicorp that defy all logic and reason. Millicorp
therefore must once again bring light to the extensive record on these issues presently before the
Commission. Millicorp respectfully requests that the Commission address the issues and end the
tedious and exhaustive badgering ofSecurus.

Millicorp, through its service offering ConsCallHome (CCH), provides its customers
interconnected VoIP service either through direct IP-packet switching to a customer's phone
device through a broadband connection using an Analog Telephone Adapter (ATA) or a Session
Initiation Protocol (SIP) device, and thus complies with all four prongs of the Commission's
definition of an "interconnected VoIP service". Millicorp complies with all applicable FCC
Interconnected VoIP provider regulations, including E-911, universal service, and the
Communications Assistance for Law Enforcement Act (CALEA). In addition, Millicorp goes
well beyond what is required by the Commission for interconnected VOIP providers by ensuring
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that all of its customers are listed in the Directory Listings database (Reverse 411 Lookup).
Further, Millicorp's customers can malce and receive phone calls to and from the public switched
telephone network (pTSN). I

Despite the compliance of Millicorp in meeting the four prongs of Commission's
definition of an 'interconnected VoIP service" and despite the fact that the Commission
recognizes Millicorp as legitimate telephone company, Securus, GTL, and the Federal Bureau of
Prisons continue to block Millicorp's customers calls. Securus previously stated that it does not
block inmate calls to customers ofVonage and Google Voice. Stephanie A. Joyce, Counsel to
Securus, in an ex parte to the Commission dated December "14,2009, quotes from the SeclUUS
Petition al 8, as follows:

Securus does not block inmate calls placed to Vonage end users, because, unlike calls re­
routed by call diversion schemes, these calls do not pose security risks .....Ifa law
enforcement official reviewed that [call detail record] to find the location ofan inmate's
called party, the CDR would provide him with usable information. In a word, the call
would be, to use the verbiage in the Securus Petition, 'traceable'."

However, this is patently untrue as demonstrated by the following example:
Stacey Vulgamott became a customer of Millicorp's CCH service offering solely for the purpose
of saving money on telephone calls with her incarcerated loved one. After having problems with
Securus blocking calls to her Millicorp-issued telephone number, Ms. Vulgamott set up an ATA
Device (provided by Millicorp) in order to utilize CCH's service without further interference by
Securus so that she could dial out and receive calls through her broadband connection. A copy
of Ms. Vulgamott's affidavit is attached hereto as Exhibit 2, but for the salce of convenience, an
excerpt is provided from a Securus affiliate Correctional Billing Service (CBS) InstantService
online chat log dated April 17, 2010, between Ms. Vulgamott and "Cassandra W.", a CBS
representative:

Cassandra W: Ifyou are with VONAGE, MAGIC JACK., CONSCALLHOME, etc...
You won't get calls.
Stacey Vulgamott: I showed proof ofownership ofthis line.
Cassandra W: We don't allow any services that utilize VOIP (Voice Over IP).2

In conclusion, it is apparent that while Millicorp has repeatedly demonstrated that it is a
legitimate, FCC-registered and compliant telephone company, Secunls and Global Tel*Link will
continue their pattem of harassment and call blocking until the Commission addresses the issue
at hand.

Millicorp renews its request that the Commission immediately denythe Securus Petition
for Declaratory Ruling and prohibit all inmate calling service providers from blocking calls to

1 See attached Exhibit 1, Affidavit of Duane Dyar, Vice President, Millicorp.

2 See attached Exhibit 2, Affidavit of Stacey Vulgamott, Exhibit B.
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customers of lawful interconnected VOIP providers such as Millicorp. This disclosure is made
in compliance with 47 C.F.R. § 1.1206(a)(3) and (b)(2).

WPC: dac
cc:

SLK_SAR: #43842vl

Trent B. Harkrader, Deputy Chief, Investigations & Hearings Division
Chin Y00, Investigations & Hearings Division
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AFliIDAVIT OF DUANE DYAR

DUANE, DYAR, being of proper age and fIrst duly sworn, herewith states that this

Affidayitis submitted in support of-the positions ofMillicorp that the assertions in this Affidavit

ate true and cortect to the best Of his lrnowledgeartd belief, and that he would testify orally to the

s.ame assertions under oath.

1. I·art.\ the Vice President of Operations at Mi11icorp,'whose bU$iness addr.ess is

9101 West College, Pointe Drive, S'uit~ No.2, Fort Myers, Florida 3~919.

2. .I have worked at Millicorp since October 2009 and my duties include, in

addition to Operations Management, overseeing Millicorp's sales. and marketing which includes

all products and services.

3. Since early 2008, Millicorp and its predecessor Teleware, LLC have offered an

interconnected voice over Internet protocol 01DIP) service to the friends and. relatives of inmates

located in federal, state, ahd local, both public and private confInement facilities throughout the

United States under the service offering ConsCallHome (CCH)..

4. Millicorp is a legitimate, FCC-regulated and compliant interconnected Voice over

Internet .Protocol (VpIP).provider whose CCH customers can make and receive phone calls to arid

from the public switched telephone network (PTSN), no different than Vonage which Securus has

stated on more tbanone occasion is acceptable. See WC Docket No. 09-144 Securus Petition for

Declaratory Ruling, letter of Stephanie Joyce, dated February 16', 2010, attached hereto,. marked;

as Exhibit "A" and incorporated herein. Millicorp's: customers can. make and receive calls ·from

other parties connected to the P'TSN whether the customer uses a broadband c.onnectionwitb the
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aid of IP-compatiblec1.istomer premises' equipment (CPE), known &S &n lll1alog telephone adapter

(ATA) or Sessions Initiation Protocol (SIP) device or not. Millicorp provides its CCH

iriterconnected VoIPservice either through direct IP-:packet switching to a customer's phone

device or through a broadb&ndconnectipn usi:p.g &n ATA devic.e provided by Millicorp or its

customer.

5. Millicorp contracts. with a nationally recognized provider for its E911 service, 911

Enable~ a Piv.ision ofConneXOIi Telecom, Inc. This Emergency RQuting:Service (ERS) provides

interconnected VoIP providers with E911 connectivity to Public 'Safety Answering Points acros.s

the United States and Canada: Using either a broadb&ndlATAor PTSNconnections, 911 calls are

routed to the ERS, which then delivers the call and precise location information to the appropriate

PTSN. Therefore, all of Millicorp's service offerings are currently E911 enabled. Additibilally,

Millicorp complies with Directory 'Listings (Reverse 411) and the Conununications Assistance for

LawEnforcement act (CALEA).

6. The Millicorp local telephone number near the· relevant prison or jail &nd the

billing naIIie and address for the Millicoip customer are provided for security screening to the

inmate corifinemeIit facility throughthe designated lCS provider or the BOP's ITS in adv&nce by

the Millicorp customer as required by each inmate confinement facility.

7. Stacey Vulgamott became a Millicorp's CCH customer on or about February 10;

2010 in order to afford telephone calls from a loved one atAllegheny County Jail.

&. On FebruarY 12,2010 Ms. Vulgamott notified Millicorp she was having problems.

with Correctional Billing Services -(CBS), a division ofSecurus, allowing the inma,te calls to go

through to ·the CCH number.
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·9.. Due to· the ongoing problems Ms. VUlgamQtt Was experiencing, I sent her

art ATABetadevice in order to obviate !'/lly ongoing problems with. CBS. As ·parto£

the setup process we confirmed that· Ms. Vulgamott had a physical analog phone

hooked up to the ATA devic~ and that she was able to send and receive calls using the

ATA device. I was informed by Stacey that on April 4, 2010 a phone line check was

run by a CBS agent named Isabel and the line tested clear~

10. Bubsequently,.andin spite of Ms. Vulgamott full cOn1plian~e with all CBS

rules and regulations, she ~formed me as recently as April 20,. 2010,. that CBS

continues to block her lines, her loved one is -still unable to· call her and that she had

been informed by CBS ,that no VoIPcalls woiild be allowed and her phone line will

never be:uriblocked.

Further Affiant sa;yeth not.

STAlE OF FLORIDA

COUNTY OF LEE

)
) ss:
)

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to· before me this.J.& day ofMay, 20.10,. by D ~e.. 1D'1.a..,E'<
~Jt.~50(\.aJ l~ ~(\,O·w n -\-6- wt~

~~
Notary Public

My Commission expires: ---"1-=9::::"1+~....i....iJ>==--,/,..I-,,·',-,0,,--_
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Arent rOl{ I.LP I Washington, DC I New Yom. NY I Los Angeles, CA

Arent Fox

February 16,2010

VIA ECFS

Marlene H. Dortch
Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re~ WC DocketNo. 09-144, Securus Petition for
DealaralOlY Ruling

Dear lvIs. Dortch:

Stephanie A. Joyce
Atlorney
202.857.6081 DIRECT
202.857.6395 FAX
joyce.stephnnle@arentlbx.com

Secums Technologies, Inc. ("Securus") hereby responds to the exparte letter ofMillicorp filed
on December 16, .2009 C"Millicorp December Lettet:"). Millicorp, which as you know operates
the call diversion scheme ConsCallHome, inexplicably persists. in making assertions to the
Commission that simply are disproven by record evidence, and most recently by the exparte
letter that Securus filed in this docket on December 14, 2009 ("Becums December Letter").
Becu11ls again will address and refute each ofthese assertions herein.

1. Millicorp/ConsCallHame Irrefutably Fails Three of the Necessary Criteria for
Calling Itself "Interconnected YoIP."

Millicorp's continued assertions that it is an interconnected VoIP provider, e.g., December Letter
at 1, display an unfortunate lack of candor. Secmus demonstrated in its December Letter that
Millicorp/ConsCallH:ome fails three ofthe four criteria in Rule 9.3 by which the Commission
defines "interconnected VoIP provider." Securus December Letter at 2-4 (quoting 47 C.F.R. §
9.3). In the face of that showing, Millicorp now resorts tp dissembling and obfuscation in order
to present itself as a legitimate service provider.

The ConsCallHome "service" does not require a "broadband connection from the user's
location," does not require "Internetprotocol-compatible customer premises equipment," or.
CPE, and cannot be used to "terminate calls to the public switched telephone ne1:\-Vork," or the
PSTN. Securus December Letter at 3-4; see also 47 C.F.R. § 9.3. These facts are demonstrated
not only in 1tllilicorp/ConsCallHome public statements, but in its own exparte letters dated
December 9, 10, and 11, 2009. See Secums December Letter at 3. Milliaorp/ConsCallHome

. already has admitted that its "customers" do not need "IP-compatible CPE" and that no
broadband copnection is needed i.n order for a called party to receive a diverted inmate call. Id.

SMART IN YOUR WORLD"
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(quoting we Docket No·.09-1.44,Letter from William P. 'Cox! Esq~ to Marlene H•. Dortch,
Secretary of the FCG. at 2.n.1 (Dec. 11, 2009). These facts also appear-on the Millicorp website.
Attachnient 1 (available·at <http://www.conscallhome.comlhow-it-works>).

. Milli90tp hOW attempts to reversl;: its' admissioh by citing .to the.lbapposite di;icislon iii Cardinal
Proa,dbal1d, .(:LC,··FJI~ No. El3.:.07-Sa·~10,.Notice ofApp!ttent Llapility f9fFQr.fei'4tte.and Ord~r,
23 FCC Red. 1222.4 (Enforcement Bur; ~2008). MfIIlcotp December Letter 1:I.t.'2. Thatcase,
hoWeVer; only furtb,<;lr 'lll1der~li~s MUlicorp's positi91.1 by nighlightingyet another'requirement .
with which it is not complymg:E911 service.

Cardinal Broadbandstands for the proposition thatan interconnected VoIP'provider can'be
.:tined for failing to ensure that its end user can ·originate 911 calls. In conc1uding'that Cardinal
·Bro~c.lb~d indeed, is an "intercopnected VoIP provider;'l the Enforcement Bureau.noted that
Cardinal "apparently provides the broadband connectivity itseifand, in at least some cases, the
custOri:ler's CPE."23 FCC Rcd. at 12227 'if. 9. To the extent that; as Millicorp emphaslzys, the
provisIon ofIP-compatible CPE mlly'be 'loutsource[ed]," Millicorp December Letter. at 2, under
Cardinal Broadband the company woUld nonetheless be an interconnected VoIP provider
because it caused.theend user.:to.acqUire that CPE. 23 FCGRcd. at 122i.s-:~ 10. As:such, the­
company'must provide E911 service; to the best of SecUrus's. kne>wiedge; .MIIl1cOrp/
COnSC~lBoIl):e c~Qtsl:l'fisfy this requirement I

Millicotp/ConsCallHome'he'ither provides nor.causes'to: be provided. any CPE at·alI. Xt expressly
stl'1tes on its.website that "Consr;lal.lhbroe,cpm works with your' existing phone, and requires no
expensive .set up or equipment purchase~" Attachment 1. By' this adinission, Mll1icorpl
ConsCallHome proves that-lt fails the "IP-compatible CPE"'criterion ofRule 9;3. .

Also by this admission, Millicorp/ponsCallHomefails the "broadband connection" criterion of
Rule 9.3. The "service" :p:eeds only "your existing :phomi'; in order to complete diverted mate
calls to called parties., As such, it is not.interconnectedVoIP·.

Nor :does Millicorp/eoDsCallHome install or causetobe ins.talledany"broadbatld connection" or
any CPE at the originating end ofany inmate call. This fact is hidisputabJ¢, for
MilIfcQrp/CQDsCallHome does·not hold '(U;ly contr"ct wit4 any ofthe'.correctional fa~i1ities that
Securusserves. E,g., WC Docket 09-144, Secuiils P.etition 'for Declaratory Ruling. at 9. (July 24,

I Securus'sextensive resem:ch iildicate:s that the false "local" telephone. numbers which
MiIlicorp/ConsCailHome assigns to. called parties are Direct Inward Dial ("t>ID'~) n'ufnb.ers. DIP,Iliimliers Clilll1Qt
originate a call. As such. tio pets.On pould~sea·te.Jephon~<nUln:b!\r as~iglled'by Mjllicorp/Col)sc:;aiII1Qme in ord'er to
dial '911. Thus. were MlIiicorp/ConsCaIIHome' an' "interconnecled VblP provider,n'lt would' be SUbject to fines. and
penaltlesjust as was Cardinal Broadband. 47 C.F.R. § 9.S(b); 23 FCC Rcd. at 12226 ~ 8.

--_ .. __ _-_ _----
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2009) (!'Securus Petition"').~ Millicorpthus provides neither a broadband connectionnor CPE
eq,uipment on the facility side of inmate calls. It.is therefore undispute~ tha.tMjliicom does not
provide; or cause tobe·provide.d two ofthe Commission's 'four mandatory criteria for' being
c(msideted "interconnected.voIP." 4TC.F.R § 9;3.

Finally; the sworn d~claration: Q.f C),l):'tis Hopfinger) Dlrectorof Regulatory /lIld Governm:ent
Affairs for Secutus,demonst:tates. th,at the ConsCallHome "service" ca:nnot 'enable any.person to
oi~ginate a call and seild>it to the P-S1N;P~claration 9:t' Curtis L. Hopfinger ~.~ 4-5' (Sept. 3,
2009) (app:ended to Securus Reply. Cbmments dated September 10, 2009). As such,
MillicorpiconsCallHomefails the fQurth.criterion ofRWe'9.3.

.It is on this point that Millicorp engages in its most egregious·dissembling. Because Millicorp
cannot. challenge the sworn facts in Mr. Hopfi.t1.ger's Declaration, MilUcorpre.sts on the facile
point that :its "customers" CaI). "make calis to otherparli'es connecte4 to the.PSTN/1 Millicorp
Letter at:1'. Ofcourse' they cani·these end' users subscribe to ldcal·.exchange service from· alocal
exchange: carrier ("LEC"); Hopfinger-Decl. 4lf 5. They. "must have existil1gtelephoile service."
ld. But it is·notMillicorp/ConsCaIlHome that caused this' circumstance, but:tather the LEC. .
WithoutLEC service, no Millicorp/ConsCi:illHome "customer" could call anyones.·nQr could· they
receive any calls. MliIicoJ;P/ConsCallHdme must.cease.· its :reliartce on the w.ork of legitimate
carriers - LECs and inmate telecommunic'ations, service providers..,..... al1d to ~ggrlW.t;U~e. t()- itself
the characteristics ofthese carriers 'as a means ofoperation and.ofjtistif;yiilg its operations.

The .question whether Millicorp/ConsCal1ffome is an "intercolmeqt~!1 VoIl.> P~()vili~f:,i .I+iWlt.
finally Close. The answer'is no.

2. Millicorp Did Not Register with the Commission Until:AfterSe~urusFiled Its
Petitionand Thus Never Made UniversalService Contributions.

Millicorp.asserts that'it iscompUant ''to the best of its knowledge, with all applicable FCC orders
and regulations." MiUicoqJ'Decembet Letter at~. It notes specifically:thaUt "is registereCl.with
,the.FCC" and "has made federal Universal'Seniice'Fund (USP) contributions[.]" [d. It qannot
refute. however, the fact that SecU11ls has shown that Millicorp'was not registered 'until JUly'9,
20Q9~ and that Millicorp/eonsCallHome was operating in "'·early 2008. '" SeCQ1:11S Decem~er
Letter at l' (quoting Affidavit of:fimothy Meade ~ 3 (Aug. 21,.2009.)'. Thus, MiiIicoIp was not
compliant with "applicable FCC:orders and regulations"':for 18 months or more.

2 MiIli'corp itselfadmits that Securus provides service "pursuant to a contract with·an inmate·confinement
facility[.]" WC'DocketNo. 09·144, Comments ofMiIlicprp at 3 (Aug. 28,2009J.
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As to its USF contributions, Millicorp 'states that they' were made "through its· underlying
wholesl:ile provider:; MHlicorp December Letter at 3.. rhatprovider is .not identified.

It is tellingthat Millicorp. nowpromises that it "will be making USF .contributions directly to the
Universal Service Administration Corporation (USAC).h fd; That change of procedure seems
'ctitious; for if its reliance on "its und¢tlyjng wholesale provider" thus far has been Satisfactory
and "FCC-Compliant,'" id•• there seems no .reason to reverse that course now.

Further, the fact that "Millicorp u.tilizes the same regulatory consulting..firm usedby a.number of
inmate phone serviCe providers,," Millicorp December Letter at 3, is i:qelevant. '}IiHl.1g: a
consulting finn is neither proof ofnor a substitute for: complying with regulatory requirements.

. Until July 9~ 2009, Millicorp apparently believed it had nODe~ . .

MiUicorp"s pl¢dge to be compliant-withFcc rules is,laudable. That pledge cannot, however,
negate Millicorp's previous floutingof,ata.miniinum; the VolP :regj.strationnile'. There remains
a suggestion that Millicorp sought to comply with its regWatoty obligations: only .after and
b:ecause SecUI:I,lScpntl:\c;teq Millicprprequesting that it cease divertiitg inmate cans. In any event,
the. facts assened:in the Securus Petition.and in its exparte letters as to Millicorp's lack of
regUlatory compliance re:main valid record. evidence. .

3. SecurUs Is Not Blocking Calis.to Vonage End.users~

Millicorp states that'Securus is blocking'calls to Vonageend users ba:sed 011 two exparte letters
filed in August'2009. Millicorp .D~ceniber Letter at 4-5', Miliicorp does not represent that it has
i:my ipdependent knowledge ofthis matter. It nOhethel¢ss a'sserts that SecurUs "is indeed
blocking calls.toVonage and Google Voice." ld. at 5.

Millic0l'J?'s pl;:rsistent accusations onthis point ate:baseless'·and irrelevant. First, Millicorp·is.
factually incorrect Securus is not blocking ca,lls to legitimate interconnected VolP service
providers. Secondly; MiUicorp is 1Jotsi:t;nilarly s~tuated toVonage or Gqogle Voice; andthus the
manner in which Securus treats the eI):d lisers. ofthose entities·has no bearltl:g: on.its. Petition.
Third~ Millicorp,has. nQ st~di1!g ~o' attemptto vindicat.e the·dghts of third parties whom,
according to its,December Letter, it never:has metand dQl;:s not serve.

Moreover,· MillicoW again appears to be 'harkening to its previous ailegations: that Securus has
'''discriminated againsf.' Millicorp/ConsCalU:IQIP¢. ~e,lUrus reiterates that it is,i1Qt1.!ruaw'fullY
disc.t.hn:ip.~ting·ag~st either .ofthese J~i1titi.es. To the extentMillicorp is attempfir)g to present
Securus wi'th the Hobson's choice ofadmittiilg' either that it is unlawfully discrlirifuating or thai
it is WJ;'ongfullyblocking legitimate interconnected VolP providers, iliat i:1ttempt is ,spurious and
unavaiiing.Neither premise isacc.urate.
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With regard·to the two consumer letters on which Millicorprelies, Securus c~otcomm:ent on
the smtus 9r-service history ofeither end user due to' privacy co,n,qem$, Noneth~less. for·
Millicotp to rely onlhese two letters l'ls:support for asserting.that Securus has l:\Il ~mgoing poiicy
or practice of.blocking Vonage end users is folly:

4. MiUico.rp/CoJlsCallao~~ poes Not Understand, Despite Securus's Many
Explanations, Wl.tv It. Presents a Security RJsl{.

Millicorp'scall dive,rsiQn scheme presents:a risk to; prison $ecuiity and pliblic safety. See
Securus December Lette~ at 5.:6. The,re.,.routing 'of inmate 'calls to untniceable terininating phone
numbers flouts a fundamental requirement ofany secure inmate caiiing platfol,l.l). Regardless of
whether Millicorp should "be associated with libmpanies that-seek to subvert the law, hide
.identities, or allow customers to comiect to prohibited partiesl,]" Millicoip December Letter at 7,
the'fact remains. that correctional authorities fmd call diversion to. be a security risk: Securus
Petition, Exs. 18-28; securus Reply Comments, Appendix.

·Secures has explained at length why neither Millicorp notSecurus.nor any correctional authority
can rely on billing recotds to .establish the,g~pgt:~p}llc location of the tcilephone numbej:s td
whichli<all dive.;r~~on schemes re..route inmate, caUs. Securus:.December Lette.r.at S,.;P;.Securus
:Reply Comments at .15-16•. As an' initial matter, Se~'Qrus has never seen Millicorp'·s:.bHling
records and CariI1.ot ~pineon whether they accurately discldse·-the locatiQlloi'any jenni$.ting
telephone number.

As'to Securus's billing records, to reiterate,.those records .rely on .11.. btlliJ;ig a9.dr~ss only and not
the registered address:for the ac.coUDt holde.r's telephone number. This fact is particularly true
fol' purposes of the. SecuruS Petition, because:Millfcorp/ConsCallHome e~presslY instructs
"subscribers" to establish a prepaid account with the inmate telecoDiniunications service:provider
serving the calling' inmate. Attachment 1. Prepaid accounts requi,re onl'ythe·billil1;g address of
the cFeditcard that the accollilfhQlder:wiii. use 10 establish. and/or replenish the ,account.. ' S'i;:Curus
December Letter at 6; SecUDlsReply. Conunents at 16. The.address of:the terminating' phone
number never is requested. [d. IUs thus false for Millicorp/ConsCatlHClme to assert that it "does
not present a security risl<:" because its "customers are required to provide compl~tel:>il1ingname
and address.inforrri'ation to Securus;" MiHicorp December Letter at 5.

~. Millicorp. HasNo Standing or Basis to Instruct the C!>mmissi.\>il to Countermand
Correctional Policies nanning Ctillphone Use.

Millicorp boldly includes in its lett.er.a demand that the FCC "consider'"whether correctional
authorities have the d~ht to prohiBiti'nmates from calling cellphone·s. MillicQl;P D~ce(Jlber.Letter

-,._- .__ - ._-_._-~.. ---------_._----_._,------ .. _.._---_ _--_._._--.._---_ -._--_ _ __ - --_ .
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at 8. In other words, the Florida Department of-Corrections ("FL DOC") and the Texas
Department ofCriminal Justice ("TDCJ") should'be countermanded ~n their longstanding
secUrity poliCies prohibiting state inmates from calling cellphones. MiUicorp provides no
authority by which theC;ommission could, issue sucl). an,edictnor does it ,explain why these
correctional authorities are wrong to view calis to cellphones, which may 'be prepaid phmles
having no registerecf.enc;l,user, as a l3ecurity'risk. ' ,

Further; the iSsue ofcellphQne:use with:regarci, to 'inmate calls 'is'not, contrary'to,MilUcorp:s
assumption., enili:elysep~ate from, "the current problem in America~s prisons regarding
contraband cellphones smuggled into: correctional facilities." Millicorp Decempe,f.:Letter at 8.
CeUphones' !ll'e a security' riskwhether they are at the originating end or the tenninating, end pf an
inmate call.' At the originating end, 'acellphone allows the catling inmate to avoid being
monitored and to c~U any ilumberwithout detection or limitation. Thus" to the bestof:Securus's
Kn:owledge, ,all correctional facHities,prohibit inmates from,originatingcalls With pontrabatld
cellphones which, drcmtl;Vent the secure inmatetelephone system., At the terrilinatingend, ,a
cellphpne, li,ke a call diveJ;sion scheme, can enable an inmate to call.a:uumber thatis not
'registered,to iuiY, elid 'uset,or any g,eogra:phic ,addr.ess. Some"corr~cdpnal au1h.9rlti~s likewi~e'

cl~rn"~uch c;;llls to l:>e a 'llel;l~ity risk;" Both types ofsecurity breaches ate seriotjS; and thus both
typ~s, ofceilphone; involvement are :banned by, ,for'example, the 'FL DOC and, TDCJ.,

. ,

Mi:11i~orp l:!lso'iJ1~e~ th~ remarkable a,s~ertion that "the record'"in this proceedingdemonsti:tttes
that.Securus deliberately' ~'has ,blockedceliphone,numbers due tp the ni.lmbersbeing local
numbers with 8$sociated long distanc'e revenue loss for Securlis.~' Id.at 8. Sec]Jrus ,does not
blockcelJ,phone numbers because th~y are local,and nothing in this record or anyWhere else
could support that oiJti:ageOl,ls acc1isatidl1.

6. The'Michigan DOC Memorandum Is Not Reliable Precedent.

Securus has explained that the 'February 1, 2007; Memorandum,from. the Michigan Department
ofCorrections ("DOC"), which Securus appended as,Exhibit 31 to its Reply Comments, should
not be coristrued as endorsing call diyersion scheqles~ Securus December Letter,at'6..7~, Securus
Reply Comments at 18..19. Nothing:.in that Memorartdum indicates allunderstanding ofhow call.
diversion s.cheme's, ,such as Millicorp/ConsCallfIome, operate. R.a~~er, the Memorandum, plainlY
IS describing legitiniate iilterconnected VdIP' setvice; such as'Yonage, and 'not'entities th~t

simply re~route,imnate calls to the customers ofwireline LECs.

The Memorandum notes that '~frieiids,aIid famHies are',also switching to VoW." SecUI:IJ[:l Reply
COl11i1J.ent~, Ex.,31 (emphasis added), This language" written ,in non-technical terms by Deputy
Director Dennis'Straub, indicates that called parties are fully changing their.local exchange
service to VoIP~ they are "switching to VoIP" in the way thatcustomers can "'switch" long
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distance carders, not for one call but for all calls. Here,.by contrast, the record 'is clear that no'
end j.lsc,; could "switch" toConsCallHome. CbmiCalU~ome cannot provide: local exchange
service not carry any type 'ofcall other than a re-routed inmate call. Hopfinger Dec..~~ 4':5.

The·Memorandum.also notes that ''this type 'of service 'wiil'eventualiy replace thetraditi.omu
'phone &ystems.;; Securus Reply 'CoJ;llIi:\¢nts, Ex. 31. SurelyDeputy Director' Straub could Iiot
suppose that intermediary call re-routers could "replace" the tEes.. The only reasonabl<;l
constrUction ofhis statement is that legitin:!.ate interconnected.V(iIi> provides, like VOllage, haVe
the ability·to '~replace"'LECsand provide ertd.to-endPStN transmissions.

:Finally, it bears r.epeating that tIlis Memorandum was released more than a'year before
Millicorp/ConsCallHome commenced service in "early 2008." Meade Aff. ;~·.3 .. No reasonable
basis existS to conclude that Deputy Director Straub knew that .call diversion schemes were
operating in Michigan facilities, much.lesswhat is Millicorp/ConsGallHome. ForaH these
reasons, it should not be assumed that-the MicJligan Memorandum was intended to support or.
acc.ept any call.diversion lScl1eme.

It is' notable by contr<!St, h(iweVeJ;, thatthe Federal BureaupfPrisons ("FBOP"):.is blocking call
diYersion schemes;. inClU.djng CpnsCaHHome. At least one person:who "rfubscribes"to

... ~ . ConsCallHome has complainedthat the FBOP·is.blocldng,calls,place.d to :aCon,sC;ulH(jm~ £~.s~
"local;' number. This fact wl;lscoxroboratedby an employee of:the'FBO~ whoexplaflied·to the
undersigned thatConsCallHome.is,accordlng to that agency, simp.ly a mei;l.i:lS of¢ffecting (jall
forwarding. Call forwarding, he stated, is expressly prohibited by theFBOP regrihitions for'
inmate telephones which is available on the FBOPwebsite. Attachmcnt.2 (avciih;cbl~ at <http://
www.bop;gov/DataSource/exec'ilte/dsPolir::yLoc». According to:the'FBOP', .any'instlll1ce ·in
which.an inmate dials .one .numbeJ;' buf tbe 9~Jlerminates to ·another number cOIistitutes:call
forwarding and it will be blocked. TheFBOp'k'i1bws the name "ConsCalIHome" and·has been
blocking it purposefully for months, nis affinnatlve'olocking seems far·.more salient and,
insfructivethan the uriwarrant¢d inferences that MilHcorp draws from the .2007 Michigl;lil
MemorandUlIi. It demon.strates that blocking call diversion schemes' is :necessary and
appropriate.

7. NIillicorp Ad'mits That It Cannot Provide, the Security Features Which Correctional
Authorities Require.

Millicorp's previous protestations thaHhe c'alls itdiverts are nonetheless.·protected by security
measures was, as Securus:explained, based entirely on the fact that:the S~curus system is the.
means by which those :security measures 'are to any extent maintained. s~ctirus December Letter
at 8-9. More specifically, the. technology Securus has.developed and installed in order to detect

. three-way calls arid forwarded calls "is still 'present' on the call," id. at 8, because the, inmate
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still is speaking ·into Secmus equipment atthe facility. Thus, to the extent that diverted inmate'
cails have some 'security features in place, jt .is Securus that is previdingthem. ld. at 9.

Millicorp maintains" however, that it "has deliberately' disabled fil.nctipi'!.aljty;,fo): \fall forwarding,
three~way calling, and :mlllti-voice device 'ringing." ld. Thejrony temairts, however, that
ConsCallHome itselfenablescall forwarding in the. form ofVoIP~based re-rou,trng..

Millicorpnow admits that·it doel? notl'provideD any of the secutity'functions provided by
Securus." Millicorp December Letter at 9. Millicorp now only attests it "remains proactive and
steadfast.in,seeking to:pi'ovideas secure a service'as reasonably possible in a. cost-effective
manner." ld. Those attestations cannot;;however, sUb.stiMe fo!,' .securus's contractual
obligations to provid\;\;·~ se,c~~cal1ing network. When inmate calls are diverted from the dialed
number to some othex:,untraceable.number,.co,rrectioIial authorities: beHeve that the calling .
networkhas been breached.. :SecurusPetition:, Exs. 18-28. Nothing that Millicorp does,- and
:SecUJ.:'Ps re.maihl? pe:J;plexed'by.its purported "dis'abling" of-caU :forwarding given, that the cal.led
parties fully coritroi the'ir'CPE -eouid n((gakthe's~c\l1'itYrisk that its ver'Joperatibfi iinposes.

·s. ;F~(lel'a.I.L·aw DO'lilSNol Permit MilIicorp/Col1SCilUHom'e to Tal<e 'TrafficFr~:)J)) Any
Correctional Facility~ .

The fund'amentai point of.this docket is thatpl'oviders (jf inmate telecom:mi.1,tiic~tiojlS sfl!=Vice, 'due
to ,the "exceptional. set of circumstances" pnq¢twhichthey operate, are.permitted to b~pokdlal­

ar<Jund caJls despitetbe prohibitions ofthe Telephone Operator Consumer S.ervices'1mprovement
Act of 1990 ("TOCSIA"). Policie.sandRule9 Concerning Operator Service Provlder.s, CC
Docket No. 90..313., Report and Order, 6 FCC Red. 2744, 2752115 (1'991); see also Secmus
Petition at 5-6. This fact has. been true since 1991, and the Commission expressly affirmed its
deci!!ion in 1995. AmendmentofPolicies and Rules Concerning Operator service Providers and
Call Aggregators, CC Do.cket No. 94-158, Noti'ce ofProposed Rulemaking and Notice of
InquirY, 10 Fe<c Red. 15~3, 153,4 115 ·(1995). Under thls.1ongstanding.ptec.edelit, inmates do
not'have· a choice of'pr6viderWhen plaCing calls.

Mi1licorp/CoQsC~laOn1e and every other calI·diverter..are l:!ttempting to·be a:n,~tel,'I1ative

()perator Service Provider ("OSP")•. AnOSP, according to TOCSIA, is·an·entity tliat cap,
among other things,' l;ltrange for the completion ofa payphO'ne :call. 41 U.Sie. § 226(a)(7). A
call diverter meets thIs defmition, because it.intercept~ an inm'ate, call in .the PSTN, chang~s the
terminatingt¢lephone number; and causes the cail to. be routed to the. call~Q partY'~ L~C: and
thence to:the called.party whos.e·terminatir.\g rnunber'is not recorded bY.:the calling platform.
These actions constitute:altemative asp s~rvic.e, and, the Commission~S:pT~cedent simp~y does
not allow inmates to use alternative asps. IO FCC ~cd. at 1534 ~ 15;'6·FCCRcd. at 2752:~ 15.

.~_...... -. .~.~ ... _..-_.~-" ..- ... -_...._--"....__ .." ..
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This prohibition exists irtespeciive of the rights that Securus ·and 9ther legitimate irunate·OSPs
retain aJ;ld 1;l.old,ersofpUblic 'contracts.

Nor do the red.pients of'inmate calis, who typically ate the ratepl:!-yers, have the right to choose
an alternative provider to originate or carry- inmate calls. In 1995, the Commission expres~ly

recognized .that .correctional authoriti~s "giant an· outbound calling monopoly to a·single !XC
serving th~ particular prison," and that this approach was basedon"1he specialsecunty
requirements applicable to inmate caBs." 13illed Party Preferencefor InierLATA 0+ Calls, CC
Docket No. '.)2-17, Second Report and Order and Order on Reconsideration, 13 FCC Red, 6122,
(il56'S7 (1998).

Notoiie COInnlenter or participant in'l:hls proceeding has argued that the Con'llniss.ion erred ii)
adopting any of the·orders Or pollciescited above. See Comments ofMillicorp at 11·13;
Comments of. CitiZens Uni'teCi for R.ehabilitation 'of Errants at 13...15 (Aug. 31, 2009).

:NeitherMillicorp/CoDsCallHome nor'Eiriy other call.diverter, to the e~t~nt they have participated
at:all in thkproceeding, has ProVided the Commission Withan)lbasis to:disruptelther ofthes:e
policies. As Securus and sevetallaw. enforcement officials have:explai.ned, it is extremely
dangerous to allOW'an inmate c'ijl1 to be tetmtnatedto a telephonenumber'other than the. one

. which the inmate;dialed. Wheret ·ashere,. the' inmate dials a false '~loqa1" number that is not
registered'to a:qy end user, themat1:er is doubly dangerous, As such, the '.reversal ofextant dial­
around ·and billed party preference. rules in' order to accommodate MiUicorp/ConsCalffiome .and
its ilk would be Dot only linfOUiided but. unwlse.

*

Sel;\UIus'now-has addressed and refuted each of defenses: and representations that
Mi,llico;rp/Con!1CallHome has lodged 'against its Petition. 8eourus thus respectfully asks that its
Petition:be granted in order to' affIrm that C\lll divet$ion schemes cannot be:operated for irunate
ca.1ls·, Specifically,.as :Securus previously has statedt the' commissioDsh.ould hold ill!!.t ipmate
OSp's may block:attempts to use·dial~lll'oi.l.ndcallingservices.orany technology, system, 'or
service that allows the inmate to dial a telephone nwnber dirfe.re~t ftom .t1le teh;Jphone number
where the. call actually tertninafes,or that masks- or.renders lindetectabie .the actual tenriinating:
telephone number ofa call placed by an inmate. WC DocketNo. 09;",144, Letter from Stephanie
A. Joyce, Esq. to Mlit'lene H. Dortch, Secretary ofthe FCC, at 1 (Nov. 11,.2009).
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Please do not hesitate to contact me with any additional questions or·concerns:
202.857.6081. Thank you.f6r yotif consideration.

Smcetely,

s/Stephanie A. Joyce

Counsellor Securus Technologies, Inc.

cc: Chairman Julius GemtchQwski (via. el~ctronic mail)
Commissioner'Michael'Copps (via. 'electronic mail)
COli1iliissioner Robert McDowell (via ele.ctronic.mail)
CoJJ1mil?~rcm~!:,¥~reqith Atiwell B~er (via electronic mail)
Commissioner MignoIi Clybutn (via electronic'mail)
Sharon Oilfett, Chief, yvireline Competition Bureau (via' electronic mail)
Austin Schlick, GeneraI:Gounsel (via.ele·ctronie mail)
Pdya Aiyar,.Legal AclVisor·to·Ohainnan Genachowski (via electronic. mail)
Jennifer S:chneiderI Legal Advisor to Commissioner Copps (via de.efron/cmail)
ChriStine Kurth, :Legal AdviSor to·Cdn;im{sslonerMcDowl;:lf(via electront'c mail)
Christi Shewman, Legal Advis9r to Commissioner.Baker·(via 'electronic.mail)
AngelaKtonenberg, Acti.r,i.g.Legal Advisor to Commissioner:Clyburn(via electronic

mqi/)
Albert LeWis, 'Chief, .Pricing PolicyDivision, Wireline Competition B:ureau. (via

electronic mail)
J:ulie Veach; Associate. General Counsei (via·electronic mail)
Diane 'GriffinHolla:nd, Assistant General Counsel (via electronic mail)
Trent Harkrader, Deputy elllef; investigations and Hearings PivisioQ, E:pforcem~nt

Bureau (via electronic mail)· .
Marcus Maber, LegalAdvisor to Chiefofthe WireliIie Competition Bureau (via

electr.onic mail)
Pamela Arluk, Assistant'Chief, Pricing Policy Division,'Wrreline Competition Bureau

(via electronicmaJl) ...
Lynne'Hewitt Engledow, Pricing pOlicy Divisio~l, Wtteline;Competition Bureau (vta

electronic· mail)

.. ,- ....._-_. ----_ '._-_.-_ _-" __ . ---_..__._.._-_.._--_.._ -..- _ _ - _-
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VULGAMOTT AFFIDAVIT



AFFIDAVIT OF STACEY VULGAMOTT

STACEY VULGAMOTT, being of proper age and duly sworn, herein states this Affidavit is

in full support of Millicorp's position in the above captioned matter. The assertions in this

affidavit are true to the best of my knowledge and belief, are based on my personal knowledge

and I would testify orally to the same assertions under oath, including testifying at the FCC if

necessary.

1. My name is Stacey Vulgamott, and I reside at 994 Chadwick Lane, Medina, Ohio 44256.

2. My boyfriend is incarcerated '1t Allegheny County Jail, and has been since September 9,

2009.

3. After spending exorbitant amounts of money on telephone calls with my boyfriend, and

researching less costly alternatives to Correctional Billing Services, (CBS), a division of

Securus, I became a customer of Millicorp's product, ConsCallHome (CCH) solely for

purpose of saving money on telephone calls on or about February 10, 2010. It was and is

my understanding Millicorp is a FCC registered and regulated VolP prOVider.

4. My boyfriend followed CBS instructions and procedures in order to call me on my CCH

number, yet was unable to call me on that number. J had several conversations with CBS and

was unable resolve this matter. I was given contradictory and false information on

numerous occasions.

5. On February 15, 2010 I was informed by CBS there was a "fraud block" on the number. I

contacted Millicorp, and they provided me with an ATA device in order to resolve the issue,

on February 26, 2010. J set up the ATA device for the sale purpose of being fu(Jy compliant

with all rules and regulations of cas.
6. There was a period of time for a few weeks when my boyfriend was able to cal! me on

occasio"n using the CCH number WIth the· connected ATA device and then the calls would be

again blocked to my numbe"r.

7. On April 3, 2010, I contacted CBS customer service via chat in order to find out why they

had blocked my number again. I notified CBS I had an ATA device that is connected to the

physical fine at the physical address where I live and that J had E911 enabled on the line,

and as such, was In compliance with all regulations. Despite this, the representative insisted

there was a remote call forwarding block on my number. See Exhibit "A", attached hereto

and incorporated by reference.

8. On April 10, 2010, I called CBS, using the phone hooked Into the ATA device. I spoke with

"Isabel", who informed me the line was "clear" and all I had to do was add money to reopen

the line. I did so and my boyfriend called me 3 times, and then CBS blocked the number. I

again called CBS, spoke with "Claudia", who after much argUing, insisted it was the facility,

not CBS causing the block to my number. I then spoke with a supervisor, IlBenjamin", who



indicated I had to fax proof of ownership for this number. Per his instructions, all required

documentation was faxed to the Escalation Department on April 15, 2010.

9. In April 17, 2010, I again contacted CBS via chat, was given totally contradictory information

and then asked which phone company I was with. I was then told "Well, I have a BIG RED

NOTE on your account that says DO NOT UNBLOCK THIS LINE. For any reason and "If

you are with VONAGE, MAGIC JACK, CONSCALLHOME, etc You won't get calls .wE

don't allow services that utilize VoIP." See Exhibit "B", attached hereto and incorporated

by reference.

1O. f have spent in excess of 54500 on telephone calls through CBS in seven months. This is

totally outrageous and has caused financial hardship, I have done everything CBS has

required of me, followed all rules and regulations, and yet CBS persists in blocking my CCH

number simply for the purpose of their financial gain.

fURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NOT

STATE OF OHIO

COUNTY OF MEDINA

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this _In__ day of _t:1,__ 2010, by:

-_:?t~!-~-~:.-1L~L6~~E.:tt_---.

WITNESS my hand and official seal. (SEAL)

Notary Public
flrett Robertson

Notary Public· State of Ohio
'11'; ;c My r.ommfssiofl Expires 12·19-2010

~
11"01' ..

.. . rz..119 2.D{O --.My commiSSIon expIres on _ -- .



EXHIBIT A

CBS INSTANT SERVICE ONLINE CRAT - 4/5/1 0



You have been connected to Nery S..
Nery S.: "Thank you for contacting Correctional Billing Services, my name is Nery how can I
assist you?"
Stacey Vulgamott: I previously closed my account and asked for a refund. Is it possile to open
this account back up, to what it was before I closed it?
Nery S.: Yes, you can re-open the account.
Stacey Vulgamott: How?
Nery S.: I can do it for you.
Nery S.: May I have your area code and telephone number along with your four digit passcode
please?
Stacey Vulgamott: (###) ###.:f#f:I#t. ##97
Nery S.: Thank you, one moment while I access your account.
Nery S.: Thank you for waiting. Unfortunately the system is not allowing me to re-open your
account. You will have to fax a copy of your telephone bill for proof of address to 972-277-0714.
Nery S.: You will also need to provide a valid telephone number for the state you live in.
Stacey Vulgamott: Why? I have an analog phone connected to an ATA Device which is no
different than using Vonage. Per FCC you can not block this number so please unblock this
number.
Nery S.: Unfortunately I am not able to unblock the number even if I wanted to. The system will
not allow me to do so.
Nery S.: Once you provide the informaiton needed the department in charge of this issue will
unblock it for you.
Stacey Vulgamott: I don't understand this. I have an account with you and I have a valid phone
number so there should be no issue!
Nery S.: Our fax number is 972-277-0714.
Stacey Vulgamott: I don't have paperwork to send, this is not how the ATA device works, so you
need to unblock my line. I can call you from the analog line now if you want me to prove that.
Nery S.: Please call 1800-844-6591 if you wish to speak to a live agent.
Stacey Vulgamott: Thanks for NO HELPI
Nery S.: Thank you for contacting Correctional Billing Services.
Thank you for using InstantService. You may now close this window.



EXIllBITB

CBS INSTANT SERVICE ONLINE CHAT -4/17/10



Cassandra W: "Thank you for contacting Correctional Billing Services, my name is Cassandra how can I assist
you?"
Stacey Vulgamott: I see my line is still blocked but I faxed proof of ownership to the Escalation Department on
Thursday. So, can you please unblock my line?
Cassandra W: May I have your area code and telephone number along with your four digit passcode please?
Stacey VUlgamott: (###) ###..:f##I# ##97
Cassandra W: Thank you, one moment while I access your account.
Cassandra W: We are currently showing no fax inquiries remaining in our queue. We have not received a fax
on this account.
Cassandra W: We recommend to if convenient send to our offices at 972277 0714 . If convenient to you, we
can also accept this by e-mail box.customer_service@correctionalbillingservices.com
Cassandra W: If the copy of the bill has already been scanned onto the computer, we can accept through our
e-mail box as well.
Cassandra W: As soon as we receive copy of a proof of ownership we can begin to work this inquiry.
Stacey Vulgamott: It was sent on Thursday at 3:55 pm to (###) ###-#### so how can you not have it????
stacey Vulgamott: I feel like I amjumping through hoops with you just to have a legal line in my house
available for my fiance.
Cassandra W: Ok just moment Stacey...
Cassandra W: Ok Stacey, what exactly are you requesting? I'm seeing a lot of different notes on your account
and I'm just really not sure what you're wanting?
Stacey Vulgamott: I was told by a supervisor that I needed send proof of ownership to the "back office" on
Thursday so my company faxed this to the Escalation dept as we were told on Thursday. at 3:55 to ###-###­
###4 so how hard is it to know what I want, I have been MORE than clear!!! I need my line unblocked since I
complied by sending my bill for my line.
Cassandra W: Which I get, but I see notes on BOTH accounts (which are both in your name) that say you
requested refunds,and they were denied because of remote call forwarding, which we don't allow, and there's a
lot of other stuff and regardles of whether you sent in proof of ownership, i may NOT be able to unblock the line
for you.
Stacey Vulgamott: This is riduculous and I am NOT going away anytime soon. I specifically talked to a
Supervisor on Thursday to know what I. had to do and he said I had to fax my bill for proof of ownership which I
then did so I don't know what else I need to do. I am not going to just give up on this!lll I still have plenty of
money on the open account for (###) ###-#### and I have now proven I own this number. I really don't see your
issue now.
Cassandra W: Ok. Yes I do see plenty of funds on that account. Can you give me the passcode and address
on the account? If it's the same...yeah, I'll go ahead and ask my sup if I can just remove the block.
Stacey Vulgamott: ####address is ### Chadwick Lane Medina, OH #If.#tffl.
Cassandra W: Ok then I guess your fax was dealt With, I guess they did change the info, so you're all good. I
don't understand either why they would still be blocking you :-\ Which phone company are you with just out of
curiosity?
Stacey Vulgamott: Why does it matter, you have my faxed bill I don't see why you can't just unblock my line. I
have done everything I was supposed to do.
Cassandra W: Which phone company are you with just out of curiosity?
Stacey Vulgamott: I don't feel I need to tell you that
Cassandra W: Ok. Weill have a BIG RED NOTE on your account that says DO NOT UNBLOCK THIS LINE.
For any reason.
Cassandra W: If you are using ANY phone company that utilizes REMOTE CALL FORWARDING...or any kind
of forwarding features....that's not allowed.
Cassandra W: YOu won't get calls. Period.
Stacey Vulgamott: That is riduculous you just told me that you have the proof and you don't know why it is
blocked an now you are chainging you story. What kind of crap is that?
Stacey Vulgamott: It is not call forwarding... it is a physical line in my home that I can use and it has E### and I
complied with sending my bill i.
Cassandra W: And yet you will not tell me which phone company you are with?
Stacey Vulgamott: THIS IS NOT CALL FORWARDING...it is the same as VONAGE, which s not call
forwarding.
Cassandra W: If you are with VONAGE, MAGIC JACK, CONSCALLHOME, etc... You won't get calls.
Stacey Vulgamott: I showed proof of ownership of this line.
CassandraW: We don't allow any services that utilize VOIP (Voice Over IP)
Stacey Vulgamott: This is BULLSHIT and is against FCC Regulations and I complied with my part.
Cassandra W: "Thank you for contacting Correctional Billing Services, my name is Cassandra how can I assist
you?"
Cassandra W: Thank you for contacting Correctional Billing Services. I hope we were able to provide you with
fast and reliable service today.
Thank you for using InstantService. You may now close this window.


